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This study is conducted to investigate the effects of leadership
style, group atmosphere and teachers' level of maturity on school
effectiveness and to suggest ways of improving school
effectiveness.
The research model is built on leadership contingency theory.
The interaction between leadership style and situation
favorableness is adopted from Fiedler's Contingency Model, and
the interaction between leadership style and teachers' level of
maturity from the Life Cycle Theory. The dependent variable is
school effectiveness measured by perceived organisational
effectiveness modified from Mott's index of perceived
effectiveness. The independent variables are leadership style
measured by the Least Preferred Co-worker scale, situation
favorableness measured by droop Atmosphere scale and teacher's
.level of maturity measured by teaching experience.
The main study is a survey research. The subjects are aided
secondary schools in Hong Kong. 80 schools are randomly selected
and completed questionnaires from 71 schools are analysed.
There are 4 hypotheses in this study:
1. In a secondary school with poor principal-staff
relations, a relationship-oriented principal will be
more effective than a task-oriented principal.
2. In a secondary (school with good principal-staff
relations, a task-oriented principal will be more
effective than a re.lationiship-oriented principal.
10
In a secondary school with teachers of low maturity3
level, a task-oriented principal will be more effective
than a relationship-oriented principal..
In a secondary school with teachers of. high maturity4,
level, a relationship-oriented principal will be more
effective than a task-oriented principal.
2x2x2 factorial analysis of variance reveals that all the
four hypotheses are supported at 0.05 significant level. In
addition, a main effect due to group atmosphere on school
effectiveness Is-found to exist at 0.005 significant level.
There is also a significant correlation between principal's
experience and school effectiveness.
Schools are classified into eight groups according to
principal's leadership styles, group atmosphere and teachers'
level of maturity'. It is found that 2 groups of schools are
significantly more effective than the other six groups. These
schools have the following characteristics:
Task-oriented principal, good group atmosphere and 1ess,1
experienced teachers.
Relation-oriented principal, poor group atmosphere and2
more experienced teachers.
Eeafier$lti|i 
Gtmup A limits pli ere* 




A thesis submitted to the School of 
Education of the Chinese University of Hong 
Kong in partial fulfilment of the require­






School effectiveness is a topic of great concern to the
Government, the educators and the ordinary people in the street.
The debate on whether educational arrangements are 'effectively'
meeting expressed societal needs has been at the forefront of
academic and public debate over the last decade and a half
(Reynolds, 1982). Every civilised society spends a substantial
portion of its G.N.P. on education and it is natural to ask
whether or not educational arrangements are effective and to
study ways of improving the effectiveness of the educational
process. Numerous researches have been done on organisational
and school effectiveness in the past, but controversy about
effectiveness still exists, There is no general agreement on
the definition of the concept let alone its measurement; in fact,
Goodman and Pennings argue that effectiveness is one of the most
pervasive yet least delineated constructs in the study of
organisation (Hoy, 1985).
There are several possible criteria put forward by
researchers to measure effectiveness, such as productivity,
flexibility, absence of organisational strain (Georgopoulos and
Tannenbaum, 1957), growth, storage, survival, control over
environment (Katz and Kahn, 1966), degree of organisational goal
attainment, successful acquisition of scarce and valued
resources and control over environment (Yuchtman and Seashore,
1967), adaptation, goal attainment, integration and latency
(Parsons, 1960) productivity, flexibility, and adaptability
(Mott, 1972). Steers (1975) reviewed 17 multivariate models for
organisational effectiveness in terms of their evaluative
criteria, their normative or descriptive nature, their
generalizabi1ity and their derivation and found that little
consistency existed among them. It seems that evaluating the
effectiveness of an organisation is one of the most difficult
problems in organisation research.
Weber (1971) studied four effective schools in New York
city and identified eight factors in these schools not usually










High expectations for student achievement.
Positive school atmosphere-a sense of order, purpose,
and a pleasure in learning.




Regular evaluation of pupils progress.
In England, a small scale survey of some aspects of the life
and work of ten good secondary schools was carried out in the
summer term of 1975 to test whether generalisations could be made
about the factors that contribute to success in secondary
education(1). The selection of the ten schools was based on
knowledge acquired in the course of recent inspection by panels
of inspectors and subject specialists from the national
inspectorate. Six factors or characteristics of effective
schools were identified and effective leadership was one of them.
Many researches have been conducted to study the relation
between leadership and group effectiveness. (Halpin and Croft,
1963; Fiedler, 1971; Miskel, 1977a; Miskel, 1977b; Harson, 1979;
Garland and O'Reilly, 1976; Martin, Isherwood, Lavery, 1976).
All these researches show that leadership is a very important
factor related to organisational effectiveness. Many theories
have been put forward to explain the relationship between
leadership and effectiveness. The contempory theory of
leadership is referred to as the contingency approach emphasizing
that leadership effectiveness depends on the fit between
personality characteristics of the leader and situational
variables. Currently, the three most widely held contingency
theories are Fiedler's contingency model, Life Cycle Theory and
House's path-goal theory. (Hoy and Miskel, 1982). This paper
will study the effects of leadership style on the effectiveness
of Hong Kong Secondary Schools by using Fiedler's contingency
model and Life Cycle Theory (Hersey and Blanchard, 1977).
Purpose of the study
The present study is intended to investigate the following:
i) Measurement of organisational effectiveness of Hong
Kong secondary schools.
ii) The effects of leadership style on the
effectiveness of Hong Kong secondary schools.
According to Fiedler's contingency theory, leadership
situation is an arena in which the leader seeks to satisfy his
own as well as organisational goals, and at the same time
leadership effectiveness is contingent upon the leaderhip style
and situation favourableness (2). According to the Life Cycle
Theory put forward by Hersey and Blanchard (1977), organisational
effectiveness is contingent upon the leadership style and level
of maturity of followers. The present study tries to investigate
whether or not Fiedler's theory and Life Cycle Theory can be
applied to the Hong Kong situation. If the theory is found to be
applicable then we may like to ask, in what way can we apply
these theories to Improve the effectiveness of Hong Kong schools.
Significance of the study
There are numerous researches investigating Fiedler's theory
in the past (Garland, O'Reilly, 1975; Hanson, 1979; Martin,
Isherwood, Lavery, 1976;). Fiedler (1971) reviewed 25
investigations purporting to test or extend the model and found
the model well supported Hoy and Miskel (1982) states that
Fiedler's theory is one of the most widely held current
contingency model. There are very few researches supporting the
Life Cycle Theory. In Hong Kong, no investigation has been done
to investigate the relationship between leadership style and
effectiveness in Hong Kong secondary schools by using Fiedler's
Model and Life Cycle Theory.
If the findings of this study support Fiedler's theory and
Life Cycle Theory, it may contribute to the movement of
localization of western theory in the field of education in Hong
Kong(, 1983). Furthermore, it can also contribute towards
our understanding of leadership, and suggest ways of improving
school effectiveness in Hong Kong.
Chapter II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
School Effectiveness
Inout-outout Model: findincrs and imnlications
Reynolds (1982) In his article School Effectiveness
Research: a review of the literature pointed out that the great
weight of evidence accumulated by the late 1960's in both Britain
(Wiseman, 1964; Plowden, 1967) and America (Jencks, 1972;
Coleman, 1966) suggested that attending one school rather than
another made little difference to student development, when
compared to the effects coming from differenct home environments.
Averch (1971) concluded pessimistically that research had
not identified a variant of the existing system that was
consistenly related to students' educational outcomes. By a
variant in the system, the researchers included school resources,
processes, organisation, and aggregate levels of funding. Averch
et al. also commended for the consideration of the President's
Commision two policy implications:
1) Increasing expenditure on traditional educational
practices was not likely to improve educational outcomes
substantiallv.
2) There seemed to be opportunities for significant
redirections and In some cases reductions in
educational expenditures without deterioration in
educational outcomes.
Eng (1980) made the following comments on studies based on
the input-output model:
1) The input-output model operated in a theoretical
vaccuum and the choice of variables had not been
informed by theory.
2) Most studies used proxies rather than got at the
attributes which were theoretically postulated to have
an impact on student's outcomes. For example, teacher
experience was a proxy for attributes thought to have
an impact on student achievement, but, a reading of the
literature might show that some other teacher inputs
such as teacher competence in the subject that was
taught (Anderson, 1950), teacher personality type
(Hoil, Power and Feifer, 1960) or teacher explanatory
facility (Gagne, 1968) would have greater policy
relevance than the proxy, teacher experience.
3) Measurement errors existed and biased the Coleman
finding (Bowles and Levin, 1968).
4) Historical measurement errors due to omission of
cummulative effects of some relevant resources.
Summers and Wolfe (1977) used the educational product
function approach with pupil-specific school inputs and including
interaction terms to study effect of school inputs on the school
output. The equation considered by Summers and Wolfe was
(GSES, TQ, SQ, PG)
Where: A was value-added dependent variable- the change in
achievement over a period of years.
GSES was the genetic endowment and socio-economic status.
TQ was the teacher quality variable.
SQ was the non-teacher school quality variable.
PG was the peer group characteristics variable.
The findings showed that many school inputs did matter and
their impact varied considerably on different types of students.
The paper presented by Summers and Wolfe (1977) was only one
of the growing body of literature which showed that- contrary to
the earlier studies- some schools could be considered more
effective than others. Reynolds (1982) cited a considerable
number of authors (Weber, 1971; Madden, 1976; Brookover, Lezotte
Passalacqua, 1978; Goldman, 1961; Pablant Baxter, 1975;
Brookover et al., 1979) asserting a similar belief in the
independent effect of schools upon pupil outcomes. Studies
outside America also reinforced the notion that some schools were
more effective than others, (Madaus et al., 1976, 1979, 1980,
Ireland; Marjoribanks, 1979 a b, Australia; Moegiadi et al.,
1979, Indonesia).
Based on his research, Murnane (1981) concluded that the
study provides clear support for the belief of most Americans-
that schools matter
Effective schools research :descriptive, case-studv approach
Weber (cited in Clark, Lotto Astuto, 1984) studied
successful inner-city schools based on the following criteria:
1) The schools had to be a non-selective public school in
the central part of a large city attended by very
poor children, and
2) the school had to achieve a national grade norm score
as a median and had a low percentage of gross failure.
From studying four schools in these metropolitan areas, Weber










Strong administration leadership-in three cases it was
the building principal and in one an area superintendent.
High expectations for student achievement.
Positive school atmosphere-a sense of order, purpose
and a pleasure in learning.




Regular evaluation of pupils progress.
Weber's study was the first of its kind (Clark et al. 1984)
and formed a demarcation between the quantitatively oriented
school effectiveness studies of the 1960's and the search for
successful schools studies of the 1970's that used the
observational, case study methodology. Lezotte (1986) also
pointed out that the period between 1966 to 1976 marked thef 5
beginning of descriptive studies of individual effective schools.
Edmond (1979) defined an instructionally effective school as
one that brings the children of the poor to those minimal
masteries of basic school skills that now describe minimally
successful pupil performance for the children of the middle
class. Under his definition and search for instructionally
effective schools, a cluster of factors noted as characteristics








A climate of expectation for satisfactory student
achievement.
An orderly but not oppressive school climate.
A focus on pupil acquisition of basic school skills.
A system for continuous monitoring of pupil progress.
Resources that could be focused on the fundamental
learning objectives of the school.
Mackenzie (1983) (cited in Clark et al., 1984) summarised the
case study, process and evaluation literature and presented the
dimensions of effective schools in a table (Appendix 1).
In England, a study of ten secondary schools was carried out
in the summer term of 1978 to test whether generalisations could
be made about the factors that contributed to success in
secondary education. The selection of the ten schools was based
on knowledge acquired in the course of a recent inspection b
panels of inspectors and subject specialists from the national






Effective system for pastoral care and for the oversight
of academic progress
Good human relationships
Good discipline and mutual respect
The staff spent a considerable amount of time in planning
and preparing their teaching. Variety of approach,
regular and constructive correction of pupils work and
consistent encouragement were typical work of teacher.
5) All the schools pay much effort to develop close links
with parents and the pupils were held in esteem locally.
6) Effective leadershin
From the results of the above researches, we can see that
effective schools do demonstrate certain characteristics that are
different from ordinary schools and strong leadership is one of
the contributing factors of school effectiveness.
Theoretical model of organisational effectiveness
The major drawback of researches on school effectiveness using
educational production function based on the input-output model
is that the model operates in a theoretical vaccuum (Eng, 1980).
The descriptive, case study approach on the other hand can tell
us some characteristics of effective school but it cannot
explain why these characteristics exist and how they affect or
improve school effectiveness.
Hoy and Miskel (1982) stated that without a theoretical model
as a guide, it was impossible to state that one school was more
effective than another, or to say that a given indicator was a
measure of effectiveness, or to plan ways to change the school.
Several theoretical models were put forward by researchers and
the following is a brief review of the models.
Univariate Models
These models share one crucial assumption, namely, that it is




(Hoy Miskel, 1982, P320; Sergiovanni, 1987,
P33; Kirchhoff, 1977; Hoy Ferguson, 1985)
Organisational effectiveness is the degree of
goal attainment, and there are three common
types of organisational goals: official goals,




a rational group of decision makers in the
organisation have in mind a set of goals that
they wish to pursue, and
the goals are few enough in number to be
administered and are defined concretely
enough to be understood by the participant.
Shortcomings:1) Goals set by different constituencies (e.g.
Principal, teachers, students) may be
different and researchers tend to refer to




In reality organisational goals are often in
conflict.
Organisational goals are dynamic while the
goal model is static.
Operative goals cannot be identified
accurately.
System resource model: (Hoy Miskel, 1982, P322; Hoy
Ferguson, 1985)
Definition: Effectiveness is the organisation's ability to
secure an advantageous bargaining position in
its environment and to capitalize on that
position to acquire scarce and valued
resources.
Assumptions: 1) Organisation is an open system.
2) Before an organisation attains any size at all
the complex demands make it impossible to
define a small number of meaningful
organisational goals.
Shortcomings and Criticisms:
1) Emphasis on acquisition of resources may lead
to other functions being neglected.
2) Acquisition of resources is an operative
goal.
Hence this model is actually a goal model.
Participant Satisfaction Model and Social Justice Model:
(Keeley, 1978)
Barnard (1938) stated that efficiency related to the
satisfaction of individual motives, and efficiency embraced
,ffectiveness. Kelly (1978) pointed out that in contrast to the
goal model, a participant satisfaction model might be introduced,
basing on the above viewpoints of Barnard and other theorists.
Effectiveness could be seen as the net satisfaction of diverse
participants with systems consequences. This model, however, had
the problem of maximization or optimization of satisfaction of
different groups of participant.
In an attempt to solve the above problem, Kelly proposed a
social-justice approach which viewed effectiveness as the degree
of minimization of regret where regret was defined as a situation
in which participant would not voluntarily choose to continue
cooperation, though they might actually continue active
participation.
Multivariate Models:
Steers (1975) criticised the usefulness of the univariate




It was difficult to defend the use of certain of the
variables by themselves as comprehensive or even
adequate measures of organisational effectiveness.
Some of the criteria used (for instance, job
satisfaction) appeared to represent more an expression
of the researcher's value premises instead of objective
measures of the effectiveness of an organisation in
attaining its goals.
The problem of integrating these isolated criteria into
a meaningful effectiveness construct.
'Multivariate criteria models integrating different criteria
are put forward by theorists to explain and measure
organisational effectiveness.
Hoy and Miskel (1982) pointed out the following
characteristics that an integrated model should include in order
to understand organisational effectiveness:
1) Time dimension
2) Different organisational levels
3) Multiple constituencies
4) Multiple criteria
To select criteria is not an easy task. Steers (1975) found
15 evaluating criteria in his study of 17 models and little
consistency was found in the evaluation criteria of the models.
Parsdns (cited in Hoy Miskel, 1982) postulated that a social










These functions were treated as operative goal and hence
evaluative criteria by Hoy and Miskel. They proposed a model of
effectiveness by adding specific indicators of achievement of the
four goals above, and considering the time frame, organisational
level, and constituencies applicable to each indicator. A summary
table of the four goals or functions, indicators or specific
criteria and other perspectives is listed in Appendix 2.
Examples of some multivariate model of effectiveness:
The following are some examples of multivariate models of
effectiveness and their methods of measuring effectiveness:
Mott (1972) Index of Perceived Effectiveness
Mott defined organisational effectiveness as the ability of
an organisation to mobilize its centers of power for action-
production and adaptation.
The criteria of effectiveness are as follows:
A. Organizing centers of power for routine production
(Productivity)
1. The quantity of the product
2. The quality of the product
3. The efficiency with which it is produced
B. Organizing centers of power to change routines
(Adaptability)
1. Symbolic adaptation
a. anticipating problems in advance and developing
satisfactory and timely solutions to them
b. staying abreast of new technologies and methods
applicable to the activities of the organisation
2. Behavioral adaptation
a. prompt acceptance of solutions
b. prevalent acceptance of solutions
C. Organizing centers of power to cope with temporarily
unpredictable overloads of work (Flexibility)
The measurement of effectiveness is by subjective perception
of individuals of the organisation. A questionnaire containing 8
questions (3 questions on productivity, 5 questions on
adaptability and flexibility) is designed to measure the
effectiveness of the organisation.
Miskel et al. (1983):
Miskel et al. (1983) in their study of structural and
expectancy linkages within schools and organisational






The questionnaire designed by Mott and modified by
Miskel for studies in school was used to measure
perceived organisational effectiveness. (See Appendix 3)
Job Satisfaction:
A questionnaire containing 7 questions designed by Hoy
and Miskel was used to measure job satisfaction of
teachers.
Student Attitudes:
The perceptions of the school by students were assessed
with a measure composed of nine descriptive items.
Cameron (1978):
Cameron in his study of organisational effectiveness in





Student educational satisfaction- criteria indicating
the degree of satisfaction of students with their
educational experience at the institution.
Student academic attainment, growth, and progress of
students at the institution.
Student career development- criteria indicating the
extent of occupational development of students, and the
emphasis on career development and the opportunities for
career development provided by the institution.






student development in nonacademic, noncareer oriented
areas, e.g. socially, emotionally, or culturally, and
the emphasis on personal development and opportunities
I
provided by the institution for personal development.
Faculty and administrator employment satisfaction-
criteria indicating satisfaction of faculty members and
administrators employed by the institution.
Professional development and quality of the faculty-
criteria indicating the extent of professional
attainment and development of the faculty, and the
amount of stimulation toward professional development
provided by the institution.
Systems openness and community interaction- criteria
indicating the emphasis placed on interaction with,
adaptation to, and service in the external environment.
Ability to acquire resources- criteria indicating the
ability of the institution to acquire resources from the
external environment, such as good students and faculty,
financial support, etc.
Organisational health- criteria indicating benevolence,
vitality, and viability in the internal processes and
practices at the institution.
Hui (1984);
Mott's Index of Perceived Effectiveness (1972) modified by
Miskel was used as an instrument for measuring organisational
effectiveness by Hui in his study on effect of participative
decision making on perceived organisational effectiveness and job
satisfaction among aided secondary school teachers.
Chena (1986):
Cheng in his study of school effectiveness as related to
organisational climate basically adopted the 3 criteria of Miskel
et 31. (1983) but further subdivided the student attitude sca.lr-
into 2 subscales:
1. Teacher- Student Relations (TSR)
2. Student Motivation and Feeling (SM)
School effectiveness is clearly a complex, multidimensional
phenomenon (Hoy Miskel, 1982). Therefore, it is not
appropriate to measure school effectiveness by a univariate
model. Multivariate models are considered to be more useful and
more comprehensive in measuring effectiveness (Steers, 1975; Hoy
Miskel, 1982). Among the various multivariate models, Mott's
Index of Perceived Effectiveness (IOE) modified by Miskel (1983)
is a very popular one used In the study of school effectiveness
(Miskel et al., 1983; Hui, 1984; Hoy Ferguson, 1985; Cheng,
1986). The criteria in the Mott's model are adaptabi1ity-
friexibility and productivity. These criteria are found to be the
most frequently occuring concepts in organisational effectiveness
models (Steers, 1975). Mott's IOE has also the advantage of
providing a simple and easy way of measuring effectiveness.
Although we cannot claim that Mott's IOE is a comprehensive
effectiveness model, it seems that Mott's IOE is one of the
appropriate models for measuring school effectiveness.
Leadership Style
Definition of Leadership
Leadership appears to be a rather sophisticated concept.
There are many definitions of leadership. Hoy and Miskel( 1982)
mentioned that definitions of leadership were almost as numerous
as the researches engaged in its study. Some typical examples
are as follows:
Etzioni (1961): Leadership is power based predominantly on
personal characteristics, usually normative in nature.
Fiedler (1967): The leader is the individual in the group
given the task of directing and coordinating task-relevant group
activities.
Katz and Kahn (1978): The essense of organisational
leadership is the influential increment over and above mechanical
compliance with the routine directives of the organisation.
Stogdill (1950): Leadership is the process of influencing the
activities of an organised group towards goal setting and goal
achievement.
Stogdill (1974) studied various definitions of leadership and
classified them as follows:
a) Leadership defined as a focus of group processes.
b) Leadership defined as personality and its effects.
c) Leadership defined as the art of inducing compliance
d) Leadership defined as the exercises of influence.
e) Leadership defined as an act or behavior.
f) Leadership defined as a form of persuasion.
g) Leadership defined as an instrument of goal achievement
h) Leadership defined as an effect of interaction.
i) Leadership defined as a differentiated role.
j) Leadership defined as the initiation of structure.
It could be inferred from the above that there is little
agreement as to the meaning of the concept. Stogdill (1974)
pointed out that for purpose of theory development, it would seem
reasonable to define leadership in terms of variables that
account for the differentiation and maintenance of group roles.
r,paHpr«5hin Thpnrv
Chemers (3) divided the scientific study of leadership
roughly into three periods: the trait period, from around 1910 to
World War II, the behavior period, from the onset of World War II
to the late 1960's, and the contingency period, from the late
1960's to the present.
Trait Approach
Aristotle believed that from the hour of birth, some are
marked out for subjection, others for rule (cited in Hoy
•%
lyfiskel, 1982). This so-called great man theory of leadership
dominated the study of leadership until the 1950's. This early
conception of leadership proceeded from the premise that,
somehow, those who became leaders were different from those who
remained followers. The success of the mental testing movement
in the early part of the century encouraged researchers to employ
the recently developed personality tests in their search for
the leadership trait. A large number of studies were done in
which leaders and followers were compared on various measures
hypothesized to be relevant to leadership status or
effectiveness. Measures of dominance, social sensitivity,
moodiness, masculinity, physical appearance, and many other were
used. Stodgill (1948) reviewed about 120 trait studies of
leadership that were completed between 1904 and 1947 in an
attempt to discern a reliable and coherent pattern. His
conclusion was that no such pattern existed.
Behavior Approach:
The failure of the trait approach and the growing emphasis on
behaviorism in psychology ushered in a new wave of. leadership
research in terms of leadership behavior. One of the first and
most famous studies of leadership style was conducted by Lewin,
Lippitt and White (1939). They classified leadership styles into
three types: democratic, autocratic and laissez-faire. Groups of
preadolescent boys were exposed to each leadership style and the
effects measured. Results Indicated that the democratic style
had somewhat more beneficial results on group process than the
other styles. The importance of this study is not so much in its
results but in its definition of leadership in terms of
behavioral pattern.
Hemphill and his associates at the Ohio State Leadership
Studies developed a list of 1800 items describing different
aspects of leader behavior. These items were used to develop the
first form of the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire
(Hemphill, 1950; Hemphill and Coons, 1957). Several factor
analytic studies (Halpin and Winer, 1957) of item
intercorrelations produced two factors identified as
Consideration and Initiation of Structure. Halpin (1957)
developed a form consisting of 40 items to measure these two
basic dimensions of leader behavior- initiation of structure and
consideration. Initiation of structure includes leader behavior
that delineates the relationship between the leader and the
subordinates and, at the same time, establishes defined patterns
of organization, channels of communication and methods of
procedure. Consideration includes leader behavior that indicates
friendship, trust, warmth, interest, and respect in the
relationship between the leader and members of the work group.
From the LBDQ measurement, a leader can be classified as having
high or low consideration and high or low initiating structure.
Hence, four quadrants or leadership styles can be found by cross-
partitioning on the mean score values of each scale as in Fig. 1
There are numerous studies adopting LBDQ to study the
leadership behavior in military organisations, educational
organisations and industrial organisations (Stogdill, 1974).
Concurrent with the Ohio State Leadership Studies, the
University of Michigan Survey Research Center conducted a series
of studies on leadership behavior and two distinct styles of
leadership were identified- production-oriented leader and











































Fig. I Quadrants Formed by using the LBDQ Dimensions
Contiaencv Accroaches:
The behavioral approaches developed at Ohio State University
and the University of Michigan were impressive but the linkage
between leadership style and effectiveness had not been
es-tablished by these theories (4). The reliable prediction of
the effects of leadership style on organisational outcomes
awaited the development of the modern contingency approaches.
Currently there are three widely held contingency theories: the
life-cycle theory or the situational leadership theory (Hersey,
Blanchard, 1977; Punch, Ducharme, 1972; Gibson, Ivancevich,
Donnelly, 1976), the House's path-goal theory (House, 1971; Hoy,
Miskel, 1982; Hollander, 1978) and the Fiedler's Contingency
Model (Fiedler, 1967, 1971; Hollander, 1978; Hoy, Miskel,
1982).
T•? Prrl O 4 4- 4 1
According to situational Leadership Theory, as the level of
maturity of their followers continues to increase in terms of
accomplishing a specific task, leaders should begin to reduce
their task behavior and increase relationship behavior until the
individual or goup reaches a moderate level of maturity. When
the followers'level of maturity becomes above average, the leader
should decrease both task and relationship behavior. This cycle
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Fig. 2 The Life Cycle Theory
Maturity is defined as one's capacity to set high but
attainable goals (achievement-motivation), his willingness and
ability to take responsibility, and his education andor
experience. From Figure 2, it can be seen that if a leader has
followers of below average maturity, a high task style (Quadrant
I) is most effective; a low task and low relationships style
(Quadrant IV) is best for followers with above average maturity
and a high task and high relationships style or a high
relationships and low task (Quadrant II or III) would be most
appropriate for followers of average maturity.
In order to be an effective leader, one must first determine
the maturity level of the individual or group in relation to a
specific task. The life cycle theory suggests that leader
behavior, to be effective, must change as followers mature.
To date, there are very few researches supporting the life-
cycle theory.
House's Dath-aoal theorv:
According to the path-goal theory, leaders are effective when
they enhance the leader acceptance, satisfaction, and motivation
f K
levels of their subordinates. Effectiveness is affected by the
interaction of leader behavior and situational favorableness.
Based on the findings of the Ohio State studies, leader behavior
is classified into four kinds; directive, achievement-oriented,
supportive and participative. Leader behavior is measured by
Form XII of the LBDQ.
There are two types of situational variables considered:
personal characteristics of subordinates, and environmenta.
pressures and demands.
Effectiveness in path-goal theory is defined in terms of job
satisfaction of subordinates, acceptance of leader and motivation
of subordinates.
There are two important propositions
2
Leader behavior is acceptable and satisfying to the
extent that the subordinates perceive such behavior as
an immediate source of satisfaction or as instrumental
to.future satisfaction.
Leader behavior will be motivational to the extent that
it makes satisfaction of subordinates' needs contingent
on effective performance and it complements the
environment of subordinates by providing the guidance,
clarity of direction, and rewards necessary for
effective performance.
The path-goal model is a relatively recent formation (Hoy, ft
Miskel, 1982) and testing of the variables in this theory is in
the state of infancy (Gibson, Ivancevich, Donnelly, 1976).
Fiedler's Contincrencv Model:
Fiedler's contingency model is the most prominent (Hollander,
1978), and most widely held contingency theory (Hoy Miskel,
1982). In the early 1950's, Fiedler used a measure entitled
Assumed Similarity between Opposites (ASO) to study the
relationship between the competence of therapists and their
perceptions of their patients. ASO scores were obtained from the
difference between two sets of semantic differential ratings:
Most Preferred Co-worker (MPC) and Least Preferred Co-worked
(LPC). Since then, intensive research had been conducted on ASO
and LPC and the scores seemed to correlate with nothing but group
performance. ASO and LPC scores were viewed as indicators of
leadership style (Fiedler, 1967). From the results of his
research on LPC and leadership, Fiedler published his contingency
theory in 1964 and concentrated on establishing the validity of
his theory from 1964 to 1971. In the last thirty years numerous
studies on the model have been conducted. (Ashour, 1973a, 1973b;
Badcock, 1980; Bennett, 1977; Chemers, 1969; Chemers, Rice,
Sundstrom Butler, 1975; Chemers, Hays, Rhodewalt, Wysock,
1985; Chemers Skrzypek, 1972; Csoka, 1975; Csoka- Fiedler,
1972; Fahy, 1972; Fiedler, 1971a, 1971b, 1972b, 1973b; Fiedler
Mahar, 1979; Forsyth Boshart, 1975; Garland O'Reilly, 1976;
Graham, 1973; Hopfe, 1968; Hunt, 1967, 1971; McMahon, 1972; Rice
Chemers, 1973, 1975; Sashkin, 1972; Shiflett, 1973, 1974,
Theodory, 1981a, 1981b, 1985, Cleveland, 1980, Strube Garcia,
1981.)
There are two basic postulates of Fiedler's Model (2),
1.
2.
Leadership style is determined by the motivations of the
leader.
Group effectiveness is a joint function of the leader's
style and the situation's favourableness; that is group
performance is contingent upon the leader's motivations
and upon the leader's control of and Influence in th
situation.
Leadership style was referred to by Fiedler as the underlying
need structure of the leader that motivated behavior in various
leadership situations. Fiedler developed a simple personality
measure called the Least preferred Co-worker (LPC) scale (See
Appendix 5). A leader is asked to answer a questionnaire of 16
items, and the sum of the item scores called LPC score is used to
classify the leadership style of the leader. A low LPC scores
implies task-oriented leaders who are motivated by successful
task accomplishment; relationship-oriented leaders who are
motivated by receiving satisfaction from successful interpersonal
interactions score high on the LPC scale.
Situation favourableness is determined by three major
factors: position power of the leader, task structure, and
leader-member relation.
Position power of a leader is classified into high or low
according to the degree to which the position itself enables the
leader to get subordinates to comply with directives.
Task structure is classified into structured task or
unstructured task according to the extent to which the task can
be clearly specified.
Leader-member relations are classified into good or poor
according to the extent to which the leader is accepted and
respected by the group members. The relations can be measured by
asking the leader to answer a questionnaire of Group Atmospheri
scale (See Appendix 6).
It is accepted that the leader-member relations is the most
important factor in determining the situaton favourableness,
followed by task structure and position power. By dichotomising
the above three factors, eight situations can be generated. The
eight situations or octants, map the range of situations from
highly favourable to highly unfavourable. (See Appendix 7)
By defining leadership effectiveness as the. extent to which
the group accomplishes its primary task, Fiedler collected data
from a wide variety of groups over more than ten years.
Effectiveness of group performance was correlated with leadership
style for each octant and group. The correlations were plotted
for each of the eight situations (each octant) and the median
correlation was obtained for each octant. A group of median of




























































Figure 3 Correlations between lenders' IPC scores and group effectiveness plotted for each cell.
I
TJie data shown in Figure 3 indicates that task-oriented leaderss
(low LPC) are more effective in situations that are highy
favourable or in situations that are relatively unfavourable.
Relationship-oriented leaders tend to be more effective in
situations that are moderate in terms of favourableness.
Validitv of Fiedler's Model
Support for the model can be found in studies by Hunt (1966)
Fiedler (1966), Hill (1969) and O'Brien, Hewett (1969) (cited in
Hardy Bohren, 1975). Fiedler (1971) reviewed 25 studies which
tested and extended the contingency model of leadership
effectiveness and found that the model was supported by data fron
field studies but not fully supported by data from laboratory
studies. The main discrepancy was in Octant II where the
laboratory studies, contrary to the prediction of model, showec
predominantly positive correlations between LPC and group
performance. Factors due to chance or leadership interactions noi
usually reproduced in laboratory situations were put forward as
an explanation of the discrepancy by Fiedler. Support for the
model was claimed in the following studies: Hunt, 1967; Csoka I
Fiedler, 1972; Chemers Skrzpek, 1972; Sashkin, 1972
Mishaelson, 1973; Rice Chemers, 1973; Sashkin, Taylor I
Tripathi, 1974; Bons Fiedler, 1976. The following studie
obtained results that partially supported the model: Hardy, 1971
Hardy, Sack Harpine, 1973.
However, the validity of Fiedler's contingency model was
queried or refuted in the following studies: Graen, Alvares
Ofyris, 1970; Graen, Orris Alvares, 1971a, 1971b; Ashour, 1973a,
1973b. Graen et al. (1970) analyzed the model and its supporting
research from strategical and procedural perspectives and pointed
out that statistical reliability was not a necessary condition
for interpreting results in the supporting research and
correspondence of correlations to the hypothesized direction was
employed as an alternative criterion of reliable results. There
existed also studies with results contradicting the prediction of
the model. A within-octant comparison of the differences between
antecedent and evidential correlations revealed amazing
differences. There existed problems due to changing weighting
procedure for classifying situational favorableness. Graen et al.
(1971a) performed two parallel experimental studies to replicate
arid further study the conting€?ncy model and obtained results
inconsistent with those predicted by the contingency model.
Fiedler (1971a) discussed several methodological shortcomings in
the Graen et al. studies: ineffective manipulation of position
power, small difference between supposedly structured and
unstructured task, and biased samples. Fiedler concluded that the
experiments by Graen et al. did not constitute an adequate test
of the contingency model. Ashour (1973a) evaluated the
contingency model and its supporting research from empirical,
methodological and theoretical perspectives and criticised that
problems due to lack of significant correlations, reliability of
LPC and situational classification, misleading procedure of
using binomial test to test the significance of correlations etc.
existed and the model was not conclusively supported. Fiedler
(1973a) replied to Ashour's criticisms by explaining the
appropriateness of using Binomial test, quoting data supporting
the reliability of LPC and situational classification, and
answered some of the questions raised by Ashour concerning the
theoretical adequacy of the model. In response to Fiedler's
comments (Fiedler, 1973a), Ashour (1973b) insisted that, contrary
to Fiedler's claim, further analysis indicated the existence of
serious theoretical and methodological flaws in the model and its
related research. Shiflett (1973) analysed the statistical,
methodological aspects of Fiedler's model, and comments on the
shortcomings of model. He suggested the use of the analysis of
variance as a means of incresing statistical power and for
providing tests of both main effects and interactions in the
model and cited that studies by Hardy (1971) substantially
supported the model and Shiflett Nealey (1972) partially
supported the model by using the analysis of variance. It was
further pointed out that while most of the criticisms of Graen et
al (1970; 1971a; 1971b) were generally well founded, it seemed
premature to simply reject either LPC or the model as not
plausible. Shiflett concluded that the model was capable of
directing meaningful research. Vecchio (1977) employed forty-
eight four-man groups in an examination of the validity of
Fiedler's model and obtained results not supporting the model.
The model's lack of generalizabi1ity or lack of predictive
validity were put forward as two feasible explanations for the
data obtained.
A number of studies with rationale based on contingency
theory obtained results confirming the hypotheses of the study
('Larson Rowland, 1973; Fiedler Mahar, 1979; Faulkner
O'Reilly, 1981; Chemers, Hays, Rhodewalt, Wysocki, 1985; Loyer
O'Reilly, 1985).
There were a few cross cultural studies (Bennett, 1977;
Theodory, 1981a, 1981b, 1985) adopting Fiedler's contingency
model or LPC. Bennett (1977) studied the relationship between
leadership style and performance of Filipino and Hong Kong
Chinese managers working for U.S. - based banks. It was found 
that high performance was associated with low LPC scores in the 
Filipino sample and high LPC scores in the Hong Kong sample. 
Theodory (1981a, 1981b) found that his studies in Lebanon, a
non-western society, supported Fiedler's model.
Strube & Garcia (1981) applied meta-analytic techniques to 
research testing the validity of Fiedler's contingency model. 145 
hypothesis tests validating Fiedler's model were examined. 
Validations of the model and criticisms of those validation were 
reviewed and discussed. It was concluded that the model as a 
whole was overwhelmingly supported, and it was unlikely that the 
model would be disconfirmed in the near future. It was pointed 
out that since much of the research was conducted with military, 
business and college groups, limitations on samples used to 
validate the contingency model existed. Future research directed 
toward a better understanding of situational control as well as 
of leader and member dynamics through the study of training and 
co-acting groups was suggested.
Applications of the contingency model to academic organisations
In applying the model to school principals, the measurement 
of school effectiveness is the most difficult problem to solve 
(Hoy & Miskel, 1972). From the review of literature, it can b<>
seen that disagreement about what constitutes effective 
educational outcomes exists and selecting criteria for measuring 
school effectiveness is not an easy task. McNamara and Frederick 
Enns (1966) used a rating scheme by school officals to measure
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school effectiveness and tested the contingency model in
elementary school. Result supporting- the model was obtained.
Williams and Hoy (1973) tested the model by using more indirect-
index of performance based on the perceived level of effective
characteristies displayed by elementary teachers and obtaned
results supporting the mode. McNamara (1967) investigated the
effectiveness of elementary school principals in 32 elementary
schools of the Edmonton, Alberta school system (cited in
Fiedler, 1971b). The effectiveness of schools was judged by five
members of the school system's administrative staff and the
results supported the model. Theodory (1981a) tested Fiedler's
contingency theory in Lebanon's educational system. He used
students' English Entrance Examination scores of American
University of Beirut as measurement of effectiveness and found
results supporting the theory.
Martin, Isherwood, Lavery (1976) tested the prediction of
Fiedler's theory by using data from teacher probation committees
within elementary schools. At first, the position power of the
leader (principal) was classified as weak, task structure was
assumed to be weak and hence, the situations were classified as
moderately favourable (Octant IV) and unfavourable (Octant VIII).
The data obtained were found to be not consistent with the
prediction. But after comparing the researches by McNamara and
Enns (1966) and Williams and Hoy (1973) in which the position
power of elementary school principal was classified as strong and
adopting their classification, the results also supported
Fiedler's theory.
Badcock (1980) tried to identify the combinations of 
principal-deputy principal leadership styles perceived to be most 
effective in Victoria's state high schools. A panel of officers 
professionally experienced in assessing school programmes was 
asked to evaluate 131 statements and then a fifty-item 
effectiveness scale was contructed. Effectiveness was measured by 
responses of principals, deputy-principals and senior teachers to 
the Effectiveness Scale. The results were consistent with 
Fiedler's theory for unfavorable situations only.
Fahy (1972) studied the relationship between teaching 
effectiveness, leadership style and situation favorableness of 
ninety student teachers from Jersey City State College. In his 
study, situation favorableness was determined by three factors:
(1) Agreement between the student teacher and the co­
operating teacher on their pupil control ideologies.
(2) Teacher-student relations as described by the student 
teacher.
(3) Student teacher-cooperating teacher relations as 
described by the student teacher.
Ratings of student teacher effectiveness by college 
supervisors were used as effectiveness measurement. The model 
received little support in this investigation. It was concluded 
that the findings could have been influenced by the indicants of 
situation favorableness, the population sampled and the criteria 
used to determine effectiveness.
Garland and O'Reilly (1976) conducted a research to examine
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Fiedler's contingency model in secondary schools. It focused on
the differential impact of low, intermediate and high LPC leaders
in good and poor atmosphere schools and used Stern's High School
Characteristics Index as the criterion of school effectiveness.
The results did not support B'iedler's theory. In the study, task
structure of school was considered unstructured and was opposite
to Fiedler's judgment of structure task for schools. Criticism on
the basis of methodology and data interpretation, construct
validity and logic of Fiedler's Model by other researchers were
also quoted in the paper. Likert's generalised model of the
administrative process was considered as an alternative to
Fiedler's model to explain the results.
Cleveland (1980) tested the applicability of Fiedler's Model
in elementary schools. Five variables taken from Likert and
Likert's Profile of a school (Form for Teachers) were used as
criteria for organisational effectiveness. It was found that
elementary principal in this study were neither usually task-
oriented nor relations-oriented as a group; principals perceived
the group atmosphere of their staffs as being relatively high and
a statistical significant relation was found in only one of forty
possible situations. It was concluded that Fiedler's contingency
model for coacting group was not applicable to elementary school
principalship.
Hanson (1979) pointed out that the field of education had
largely ignored the contingency theory of leadership and had not
advanced much beyond the earlier traditional forms, and research
focussing on better understanding of the relationship between
leadership styles and organisations seemed to be a natural and
necessary endeavor. Hoy and Miskel (1982, P243) had the following
comment on Fiedler's contingency model Like most poineering
efforts, it undoubtedly will be proven incorrect in detail if not
in substance. Yet Fiedler's contingency model is probably the
best attempt at this time to answer the question: What leadership




From the review of literature, we can see that the quality of
leadership is a very important factor contributing to school
effectiveness and Fiedler's contingency theory, despite many
criticisms, is one of the best ways to understand the
relationship between leadership style, situation and the group
effectiveness (school effectiveness). The Life Cycle Theory also
postulates that the interaction between leadership style and
teachers' maturity level will affect school effectiveness. This
study attempts to find out the effect of the interactions between
leadership style, situation favorableness and teachers' maturity
level on school effectiveness.
Although the specification of organisational effectiveness
was characterised by controversy and confusion,, it can be seen
from the literature reviewed that Mott's index of perceived
effectiveness, modified by Miskel, has been very popular among
researches related to school effectiveness. (Miskel et al. ,1983;
Hui, 1984; Cheng, 1986). Satisfactory and significant results
could also be obtained by using the Mott's scale. In this study
Mott's index of perceived effectiveness is employed to measure
school effectiveness. The Least Preferred Co-worker (LPC) scale
and Group Atmosphere (GA) scale which have been used in many
researches, are used to measure leadership style and leader-
member relations respectively. Position power of secondary school
principal in Hong Kong is assumed to be high (6). It is rather
difficult to classify task structure of secondary schools in Hong
Hong. Controversies existed in the classification of task
structures of schools in researches conducted before. McNamara
(1968) and McKague (1968) claimed that task was unstructured in
schools. Fiedler Chemers (1974) classified the task of school
as structured. Faulkner, Raymond, O'Reilly and Robert (1981)
considered that task structure of open schools was low and
task structure of traditional school was high. According tc
Fiedler's theory, if the position power of princial is high anc
the principal-staff relation is good, the school is effective
under task oriented principal for both structured anc
unstructured task. If the position power is high and principal
staff relation is poor, the school is effective under relation
oriented principal for both cases. So the classification of tast
structure is not important as far as effectiveness is concernec
in our study.
Leadership style, leader-member relations and teachers'
maturity level are taken as independent variables, to be measured
by the LPC, GA and teachers' experience, respectively. School
Effectiveness is the dependent variable, to be measured by the
IOE.
Definitions
The terms used in this study are defined as follows:
School effectiveness is the ability of a school in terms
of three dimensions, goal achievement, adaptation and
flexibility.




Anticipating problems in advance and developing
satisfactory and timely solutions to them.
Staying abreast of new technologies and methods
applicable to activities of the organisation.
Flexibility refers to ability to cope with temporarily







Leadership style refers to the underlying need structure
of the leader that motivates behavior in various
leadership situation.
Position power refers to the degree to which the
position itself enables the leader to get subordinates
to comply with directives.
Task structure refers to extent to which the task can be
clearly specified, verified and programmed in a
step-by-step manner.
Leader-member relations refers to the extent to which
the leader is accepted and respected by the group
member.
Situation favorableness refers to the degree to which
the leader can control and influence subordinates and
can be determined by position power, task structure and
leader-member relations.
Maturity is defined as one's capacity to set high but
attainable goals, his willingness and ability to take
rpcjnnnq i h i 1 i tv. and his education and experience.
Hvnothese






In a secondary school with poor principal-staff
relations, a relationship-oriented principal will be
more effective than a task-oriented principal.
In a secondary school with good principal-staff
relations, a task-oriented principal will be more
effective than a relationship-oriented principal.
In a secondary school with teachers of low maturity
level, a task-oriented principal will be more effective
than a relationship-oriented principal.
In a secondary school with teachers of high maturity
level, a relationship-oriented principal will be more
effective than a task-oriented principal.
With respect to the above hypotheses, the followinc




A principal with high LPC score will be more effective
than a principal with low LPC score in a school with low
Group Atmosphere score.
A principal with low LPC score will be more effective
than a principal with high LPC score in a school with
high Group Atmosphere score.
A principal with low LPC score will be more effective
than a principal with high LPC score in a school with
less experienced teachers.
4. A principal with high LPC score will be more effective 




.Mott's index of organization effectiveness (1972), adapted to 
the school situation, is employed to measure the schools' 
perceived organisational effectiveness. Based on the adaptation 
(Miskel et al., 1979; Hui, 1984; Cheng, 1986), the eight-item IOE
has been modified in this study to be more appropriate for Hong 
Hong school situation. (See Appendix 8). Items 1 to 3 constitute 
the productivity dimension; items 4 to 7 constitute the 
adaptability dimension; and item 8 constitutes the flexibility 
dimension. The scale asks the teachers to describe the 
organisational effectiveness on a five point scale that is scored 
from 1 to 5. The sum of the item responses is the score for 
perceived organisational effectiveness. The reliability of IOE is 
0.86 - 0.90 (Miskel et al. , 1983; Miskel et al. , 1979; Cheng,
1986) and the convergent validity has also been established at an 
acceptable level (Mott, 1972; Miskel et al., 1983).
Least Preferred Co-worker or LPC
The LPC is a sixteen-item semantic differential measure with 
a range of scores from 16 to 128. (See Appendix 5). Fiedler 
gives internal consistency estimates ranging from .85 to .95. 
McNamara reports a test-retest conefficient of .45 (N = 32) over 
a period of one-and-a-half years. Garland and O’Reilly (1976)
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obtains a test-retest coefficient of 0.64 over a period of six
weeks.
Rrnnn Atmnsnhere or GA
The GA scale is a ten-item semantic differential measure with
scores ranging from 10 to 80. (See Appendix 6). According to
Fiedler, it measures the extent to which the leader feels
accepted by the group and relaxed and at ease in his role.
McNamara and Fiedler provide data which support the construct
validity of the GA scale when the leader or the teacher responds
to the questionnaire. Fiedler reports a corrected split-hall
reliability coefficient of .90, McNamara gives a test-retest
coefficient of .42.; Garland and O'Reilly (1976) obtains a test-
retest coefficient of 0.67.
Reliabilitv of Instruments:
The reliability coefficients (Cronbach alpha) of the
instruments are reported in Table 1.
The reliabilities of the three instruments are very high,
indicating that the internal consistency of the three instruments
is.- very good. Since the three instruments have been used in
many other studies with satisfactory results, it seems that there
is no problem concerning the validity of the three instruments.
Table:
Reliability Coefficients









n a 1 1 n
Sampling
The subjects in this study are aided secondary schools in
Hong Kong. Since all aided secondary schools are operated and
governed according to the Code of Aid, the school premises,
resources, equipment, teaching establishment, class structures,
qualifications and remunerations of staff, organisational
structure and position power of principals etc are on the whole
very similar. In this way, we have better control on the
situational and extraneous factors. Furthermore, since aided
secondary schools constitute more than seventy percents of all
secondary schools in Hong Kong, the findings of this study to
certain extent are representative of secondary schools in Hong
Kong
Up to the end of December, 1987, there were altogether 296
aided secondary schools in Hong Kong. With the help of the
Education Department, an updated school list was obtained. By
coding the schools with numbers and using the computer to
generate random numbers, 80 schools were randomly selected.
Procedure
A letter enclosing questionnaires for 8 teachers randomly
selected and a questionnaire for the principal was sent to the
principal of each school in the sample. Immediately afterwards,
the principals were contacted by phone to confirm whether they
were willing to help in completing the questionnaire and in
delivering questionnaires to their teachers. The principal of
each school was requested to fill the LPC GA questionnaires.
Eight teachers, randomly selected by using teacher's code
numbers, were requested to complete the IOE. They were further
requested to return the completed questionnaires direct to the
researcher by using an envelope attached. If the principal was
unable to offer assistance, the school was replaced by another
randomly selected school.
Data Processina and Statistical Analvsis





Breakdown of the followwing variable by school:
Teachers' qualifications, Teachers' experience,
Teachers' sex, Effectiveness score (IOE),
Condescriptive of the following variable:
Leadership style (LPC), Group atmosphere (GA),
Effectiveness score (IOE), Teachers' experience.
Reliability coefficients of LPC, GA, IOE.
The mean values of leadership style, group atmosphere
and teachers' experience are used to split the variables
into 2 groups respectively, namely:
Task-oriented principal (LPC)- LPC less than or equal
to mean value.
Relation-oriented principal (LPC+)- LPC greater than
mean value.
Poor group atmosphere (GA-)- GA less than or equal to
mean value.
Good Group atmosphere (GA+)- GA greater than mean
value.
Less experienced teachers (TE-)- TE (teachers'
experience score) less than or equal to mean value.
More experienced teachers (TE+)- TE (teachers'
experience score) greater than mean value.
2x2x2 Factorial Analysis of Variance of Effectiveness
score by leadership style, group atmosphere and
teachers' experience are processed.




Effective schools: schools with relation-oriented
principal, poor group atmosphere and experienced
teachers (LPC4, GA-, TE+) or schools with task-
oriented principal, good group atmosphere and
inexperienced teachers (LPC-, GA+, TE-).
Ineffective schools: Schools with task-oriented
principal, poor group atmosphere and experienced
teachers (LPC-, GA-, TE+) or schools with relation-
oriented principal, good group atmosphere and
inexperienced teachers (LPC-, GA+, TE-).













Pearson product correlations of the following variables
are processed:
Effectiveness score, Leadership Style, Group Atmosphere,
Teachers' experience, Years of operation of school,
principal's experience.
Analysis of variance on teachers' qualifications.
Frequencies of sex of principal, sex of teachers, schoo
district, years of operation of schools, principal




This study is ex-post facto and there is no manipulation of
independent variables. All the independent and dependent
variables are measured at roughly the same time. Hence a
causal relationship cannot be inferred and its power in
predicting causal relationship is somewhat limited.
Although the IOE is a popular instrument, it is by no means
comprehensive and cannot be claimed to measure all the
3dimensions of school effectiveness.
The quality of students and the facilities and resources o
the schools have been ignored in this study. These factor
may have some effects on the effectiveness of a school an





542 teachers from 76 schools responded to the survey
respresenting a return rate of 95%.
Principals' Questionnaires
74 principals sent back questionnaires representing a return
rate of 92.5%.
Valid Cases
There are 73 schools with both principal and teachers
returning questionnaires. Of these schools one principal has
been an acting principal for a few months and one school has
recently changed the principal. As a result only data from 71
schools are analysed. Table 2 reports the number of schools,















Since the sampling of schools and teachers are randomized and
the sample size is quite substantial (23.98%), the findings of
this study should have considerable external validity.
n i?; tr ibnt ion of Subiect:
Table 3 and Table 4 show the breakdown of schools by district
and years of operation respectively. About half of the schools
were founded in the period from 1971 to 1983.
Table 3
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Tables 5 to 9 indicate the breakdown of teachers by sex,
qualifications, age, teaching experience and teaching experience
in the present schools respectively.
It can be seen from these tables that the number of male
teachers is approximately equal to the number of female teachers.
About 64 percent of teachers possess a bachelor degree and 24
perdent are graduates of colleges of education. The
qualifications of teachers in each school are very similar. More
than half of the teachers fall in the 25 years to 34 years age
group. The majority of teachers work for less, than 6 years in
the present schools.
Table 5









Breakdown of Teachers by Qualifications
Oualifications Number Percentaae
Teacher's Certificate (1)
Post Secondary Institute Graduate (2)









Bachelor degree with Dip. Ed. (5)
Master degree (6)


































Breakdown of Teachers by Teaching Experience




























Breakdown of Teachers by teaching experience in present school
Teaching experience
in present school





















Tables 10 to 12 depict the breakdown of principal by sex,
experience and age respectively.
Approximately three quarters of the principals in the sample
are male. More than 65 percent of principals have less than 10
years of experience as principals. The majority of principals
are in the 36 years to 45 years age group.
Table 10









Breakdown of Principal by Experience
















































The means and standard deviations of all the variables are
reported in Table 13.
The mean value of LPC is 59.592 and standard deviation is
15.598. Compared to the value 64.22 obtained by Garland O'Reilly
(1976). LPC score of Hong Kong principals is slightly lower.
The mean value of GA is 60.718 and standard deviation is
7.329. Compared to value of 64.9 to 67.0 obtained by Garland
O'Reilly (1976), GA score of Hong Kong principals is slightly
lower.
rl The mean value and standard deviation of effectiveness scoi e
is 26.160 and 2.482 respectively. Compared with figures obtained
by Cheng (24.2, 2.48), the finding in this study is higher. The
difference may be due to the fact that schools studied by Cheng
(1986) were relatively new (school age mean= 3.234). The mean
value of effectiveness obtained in this study is slightly smaller
than that obtained by Miskel et al. (1979, 1983).
Table 13






























































Effects of Leadership style, Group Atmosphere and Teachers'
Experience on School Effectiveness
The results of 2x2x2 factorial analysis of variance of
effectiveness by leadership style, group atmosphere and teachers'
experience are reported in Tables 14 to 20 and Figures 4 to 8.
It can be seen from Table 14 that there exists significant 2-
way interactions between leadership style and group atmosphere at
0.05 level. Table 15 and Figure 4 show that for schools with
poor group atmosphere, relation-oriented principals are more
effective than task-oriented principals, hence, hypothesis 1 is
supported at 0.05 significant level. For schools with good group
atmosphere, task-oriented principals are more effective than
relation-oriented principals, therefore, hypothesis 2 is also
supported at 0.05 significant level.
Table 14
Factorial Analysis of Variance of effectiveness by
leadership style, group atmosphere and teachers'
experience

















































































Factorial Design of Effectiveness by leadership
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Figure 4 Interaction of leadership style and group atmosphere
Table 14 also shows that there is significant 2-way
interactions between leadership style and teachers1 experience at
0.05 level. Table 16 and Figure 5 show that for schools with
less experienced teachers, task-oriented principals are more
effective than relation-oriented principals. For schools with
more experienced teachers, relation-oriented principals are more
effective than task-oriented principals. So it can be concluded
that hypothesis 3 and hypothesis 4 are also supported at 0.05
level.
Table 16
Factorial design of effectiveness by leadership
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Fig. 5 Interaction of leadership style and teachers' experience
It can be seen from Table 14, Table 17 and Figure 6 thai-
there is no significant effect between group atmosphere an!
teachers' experience.
Table 17

































Fig. 6 Interaction of group atmosphere and teachers experience
Table 18 and Figure 7 depict: the interaction effect between
leadership style and group atmosphere on effectiveness for
schools with less experienced teachers. The interaction effect
i similar to that of Table 15 except with the additional
interaction between less experienced teachers and leadership
style on effectiveness score. Theoretically, effectiveness score
for cells with task-oriented leaders in Table 18 will be greater
than that of corresponding cells in Table 15, and the opposite
effect will occur for relation-oriented leaders. The results are
in general in line with the prediction except for the cell with
task-oriented principal and poor group atmosphere. This is
probably due to error in measurement or second order interaction
effect.
Table? 18
Factorial Design of effectiveness by leadership






























!ract:io 1eadershjj2,„gtyle and group atmosphere for schools wli-h
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Table 19 and Figure 8 depict the interaction effect between
leadership style and group atmosphere on effectiveness for
schools with more experienced teachers. The interaction effect
should be similar to that of Table 15 except with the additional
interaction between more experienced teachers and leadershi]
style on effectiveness score. Theoretically, effectiveness score
for'cells with task-oriented leaders in Table 19 will be smaller
than that of corresponding cells in Table 15, and the opposite
effect will occur for relation-oriented leaders. The results are
in general in line with the prediction except for the cell with
task-oriented principal and poor group atmosphere. This i
probably due to error in measurement or second order interaction
effect.
Table 19
Factorial Design of effectiveness by leadership




























Fifriirn ft: Tnterarlnn oF 1 pnrlprsh f n s!vl p. nnd trroun atniosohere for schools with
more experienced teachers.
Table 2C
Group Number Effectiveness Score
of School (IOE
Total population
Schdol with Task-oriented principal
School with Relation-oriented principa
School with good group atmosphere
School with poor group atmosphere
School with more experienced teachers















Although there is no significant interaction effect between
group atmosphere and teachers' experience, the overall 2-way
interactions reach 0.005 significant level. Apart from
interaction effects, there is also significant main effect of
group atmosphere on effectiveness at 0.005 significant level as
indicated by Table 15. In Table 20, it appears that schools with
g.obd group atmosphere are more effective than schools with poor
group atmosphere.
Ashour (1973a) pointed out that the leader's rating of group
%
atmosphere might be a measure of his perception rather that the
actual group atmosphere and due to the influence of leader's
cognitive style, the measurement of group atmosphere might not be
independent of LPC. Furthermore, leader's perception of group
atmosphere might be partially influenced by effectiveness of task
group (McGrath and Julian, 1963; Myer, 1962). Fiedler (1973a)
admitted that the measurement of leader-member relations by c'
was far from satisfactory. All these suggestions seem to imply
that errors exist in the measurement of leader-member relations.
The above suggestion of group atmosphere influenced by
effectiveness of task group (McGrath and Julian, 1963) may also
be 'an explanation of the significant main effect of group
atmosphere on effectiveness found in this study. However, Ashour
(1973a) also pointed out that situational variable might
contribute to the outcome or effectiveness. It was found in the
study of ten effective schools in England (HMI, 1977) that good
human relations was one of the characteristics of effective
schools. So it seems plausible that good principal-staff
relations may have a favorable effect on teachers' morale and
school climate which in turn contribute to school effectiveness.
Further study clarifying the effect of group atmosphere on
effectiveness is needed.
Fiedler's contingency theory seems to assume that situation
variable alone will not contribute to effectiveness. Fiedler et
al. (1976) suggested that leader should manipulate the situation
tp fit his leadership style in order to improve effectiveness.
If significant main effect of group atmosphere does exist, the
leader match concept (Fiedler et al., 1976) has to be
reconsidered. Since a relation-oriented leader trying to change
the leader-member relations from good to moderate with a view to
improving the effectiveness by matching the style may decrees-•
the effectiveness due to the main effect of group atmosphere on
effectiveness. In order to improve effectiveness, it seems
appropriate for the leader to improve leader-member relations and
at the same time change his style to fit the situation. But, it
this is a correct way to improve effectiveness, another problem
exists: Can one change his leadership style? According to
Fiedler (1967, 1976), leadership style is a quite stable
personality attribute which cannot be changed easily. It seems
thaf'further study trying to answer the above question is needed.
In this study, leadership style is measured by LPC scale, a
questionnaire considered to be measuring personality attribute of
leaders by many researchers( Fiedler, 1967; McKague, 1970;
Hawley, 1969; Bridges, 1982). the interpretation of LPC has been
changed many times and there are at least four interpretations of
the LPC scale, namely: social distance, motives and needs,
cognitive complexity and motivational Hierarchy (Rice, 1978).
Due to the changes in definition and interpretation of LPC, the
construct validity of LPC is queried by many critics
(Schriesheim, Bannister and Money, 1979; Ashour, 1973a; Vecchio,
1977).
Although no significant correlations between LPC and other
leader behavior description scale such as LBDQ and OCDQ are found
(Hawley, 1969; McKague, 1970; Yukl, 1970; Fiedler, 1967;
Schriesheim et at, 1979), Fiedler (1967, 1971b, 1973a, 1979)
repeatedly proposed that leaders with low LPC score were task-
oriented and leaders with high LPC score were relation-oriented.
Yukl founded that the 14-item LPC scale yield 2 factors by factor
analysis and the 2 factors were identified as task and social
factors. Yukl further studied the partial correlations between
the leader behavior measures and the 2 factors of LPC scale and
obtained significant correlations. Chemers and Skrzypek (1972)
studied the effects of LPC scores and situational variables on
leader behavior by using analysis of variance and found that LPC
had main effect on leader behavior. Significant interactions
between LPC and other situational variables on leader behavior
were also noted. The findings were interpreted as supporting the
above Fiedler's proposition. Moreover motivational hierarchy
interpretation of LPC was put forward to explain the fact that
leaders might change their behavior across situation. Despite
the incomplete understanding of LPC (Fiedler, 1973a), Rice (1978)
suggested that Fiedler's repeated proposition of LPC measuring
leader's task or relation orientation were supported by data
taken as a whole. In the light of the above discussion, i1
appears that interpreting low LPC leaders as task-oriented
leaders and high LPC leaders as relation-oriented leaders is
probably correct. The support of the four operational hypotheses
may infer the validation of the four major hypotheses. However,
more research should be conducted to clarify the interpretation
of LPC and this may help to improve our understanding i
Fiedler's Model.
Under the motivational hierarchy interpretation of LPC, it
seems that if measurement of leadership style is carried out by
using LBDQ or other leader behavior description questionnaire,
significant results supporting hypotheses 1 and 2 may not be
obtained.
Although this study adopts the concept of interaction effect
between leadership style and level of maturity of followers on
effectiveness from Life Cycle Theory, hypotheses 3 and 4 are not
exactly the same as the postulates of Life Cycle Theory.
Firstly, it is assumed that teachers' experience can be treated
as a sufficient indicator of maturity level and other criteria of
maturity are not considered in this study. Secondly, LPC score,
a scale dichotomising leadership style is used instead of LEAD, a
scale classifying leadership style into four types: low task and
low relation, low task and high relation, high task and low
relation, high task and high relation. Thirdly, in the Life
Cycle Theory, it is postulated that low task and low relation
leader is effective for members with above average maturity, but
in this study, it is proposed that relation-oriented principal is
more effective for schools with teachers of above maturity level.
Hypotheses 3 and 4 are supported, at 0.05 significant level. It
seems to suggest that interaction effect between leadership style
and teachers' experience on effectiveness exists. Although i I
cannot be claimed that teachers 1 experience is an exact and
comprehensive indicator of maturity level of teachers, it is
probably correct to say that teachers' experience can be treated
as a good indicator of teachers' maturity. Further study on the
above interaction effect including all the criteria of maturity
and different instruments measuring leadership style may lead to
better understanding of the theory.
Pearson Correlation Coefficients
Table 21 reports the Pearson Correlation Coefficients between
variables. The correlation between leadership style and school
effectiveness is very small (0.0184) and not significant. It can
also be seen from Table 14 that leadership style has no main
effect on effectiveness, so leadership style alone does not seem
to contribute to school effectiveness. This result is also
consistent with Fiedler's Model and the Life Cycle Theory.
The correlation coefficient between teachers' experience and
school effectiveness is close to zero (0.0079) and insignificant.
Teadhers' experience also has no main effect on effectiveness.
So we can also conclude that teachers' experience alone does not
contribute to school effectiveness. This result is consistent
with Life Cycle Theory.
Effectiveness score (I0E) correlates significantly with group
atmosphere at 0.001 significant level. The correlation
coefficients (0.438) is quite substantial. This finding is in
line with the previous analysis that significant main effect of
group atmosphere on effectiveness is reported.
Principal's experience correlates significantly with school
effectiveness and group atmosphere at 0.005 and 0.05 significant
level respectively. Fiedler (1972b, 1972c) suggested that
experience of leader could make the situation more favorable.
McNamara (1968) found that a positive significant correlation
between group atmosphere and principal's experience existed and
possessing leadership experience enhanced the situational
favorableness. The findings in this study are consistent with
McNamara's results and Fiedler's suggestion.
Fiedler (1972b, 1972c) also proposed that training and
experience of leader would Improve effectiveness of high LPC
leaders with moderate favorable situation and low LPC leaders
with favorable situation but decrease effectiveness for high LPC
leaders with favorable situation and low LPC leaders with
moderate favorable situation. The positive and significant
correlation coefficient (0.3:189) between Principal's experience
and effectiveness appears to be inconsistent with Fiedler's
proposal. The correlation between experience and effectiveness
mav be due to several reasonsi
r
1. Group atmosphere is found to be significantly correlated to
effectiveness. Since there is a positive significant
correlation between principal's experience and grouj
atmosphere, principal's experience can affebt effectiveness
indirectlv.
2. Principal learns to improve his management skills through
experience and hence leadership experience may increase
principal's effectiveness.
3. Through experience, principal may be aware of the interaction
effects of leadership style and situation and adjusts his
behavior or manipulates the situation to improve
effectiveness.
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Taking all three independent variables into considerations,
schools can be classified into eight groups as shown in Table 22.
Table 23 reports the analysis of variance of school effectiveness
by. grouping of schools. It shows that the effectiveness scores
are significantly different at: 0.005 level.
Table 2






















































Analysis of Variance of effectiveness by eight groups
of schools













According to the four hypotheses, schools in group 1 and
group 2 have the LPCxGA and LPCxTE interactions both in the
favorable directions. Therefore they can be classified as
effective schools. Schools in group 3 and group 4 have the
LPCxGA and LPCxTE interactions both in the unfavorable
directions. Hence, they can be called ineffective schools.
Sch6ols in group 5 to group 8 are indeterminate cases because
they have one interaction of variables in the favorable direction
and the other in the opposite direction. When main effect of
group atmosphere is also taken into consideration, schools.in
group 7 and group 8 have high group atmosphere score, hence they
should be more effective than schools in group 5 and group 6.
From the above results, we can classify schools according to
their effectiveness as shown in table 24.
Table 24
Classification of effective and ineffective schools

















Table 25 to 27 indicate results of T-Tests between Effective
Schools and Ineffective Schools, between Effective and
Indeterminate Schools, and, between Ineffective and Indeterminate
Schools.
Table 25
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It can be seen that schools in group 1 and group 2 are
significantly more effective than both the ineffective schools
and indeterminate schools at the 0.001 level, but there is no
significant difference between ineffective schools and
indeterminate schools. Thus, it can be concluded that schools in
group 1 and group 2 are significantly more effective.
CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Conclusions
This study investigates the effects of leadership style,
group atmosphere and teachers' level of maturity on the
effectiveness of Hong Kong aided secondary schools.
The basic conceptualization is built upon Fiedler's
contingency theory and life cycle theor. Perceived
Organisational Effectiveness (IOE) is used to measure school
effectiveness. Group Atmosphere is used to measure situation
favorableness and teachers' experience is used as the criterion
of teachers' level of maturity.
Questionnaires were mailed to 80 randomly selected schools.
Completed questionnaires of which 71 from principals and 542 from
teachers were analysed. After data analysis, the following
conclusions may now be reached.
Leadership style alone does not contribute to school
effectiveness. This finding supports leadership contingency
%
theory which postulates that group effectiveness is a joint:
function of leadership style and situation.
One way analysis of effectiveness of all the sample schools
shows that schools do have different perceived organisational
effectiveness score.
For schools with poor group atmosphere, findings indicate
that relation-oriented principals are more effective than task
oriented principals. For schools with good group atmosphere
task-oriented principals are more effective than relation
oriented principals. Fiedler's contingency theory is supporte-
in this study.
For schools with less experienced teachers, it is found that
task-oriented principals are more effective than relation-oriented
principal. For schools with more experienced teachers, relation-
oriented principals are more effective. If teachers' experience
is treated as an indicator of teachers' maturity level, the Life
Cycle Theory is partially supported in this study.
All four hypotheses in this study are supported at 0.05
significant level. Schools are classified into eight groups as
shown in Table 22, Group 1 and group 2 schools are significant.1 y
more effective than the other six groups of schools. In other
words, schools characterised by task-oriented principals, good
group atmosphere, less experience and schools characterised by
relation-oriented principals, poor group atmosphere, more
experienced teachers are significantly more effective.
Group atmosphere alone contributes significantly toward
perceived group effectiveness. Schools with good group
atmosphere are more effective than schools with poor group
atmosphere. Principals' experience also correlates positively
with perceived ef fectiveness. It seems that situational
variables and some characteristics of leader may have some
effects on group effectiveness.
Tmnl i rati nri.s
From the findings in this study, several implications may be
drawn with regard to leadership theory and further study.
1. The significant effect of interactions between
leadership style and situational variables on school
e f fec tiveness suggests that contingency leadership
theory is quite suitable and useful in understanding
and improving organisation effectiveness.
2. Although evaluating school effectiveness is a very
difficult problem in organisation research, findings in
this study show that perceived organisational
effectiveness is a simple, reliable, and appropriate
method of measuring school effectiveness. Perceived
organisational effectiveness can be used as a simple,
easy, and reliable way of measuring school effectiveness
in furture studies.
3. Perceived organisational effectiveness measures
effectiveness by subjective perception of teachers of
schools. A replication of this study using objective
measurement of effectiveness such as attainment test;
scores may shed light on the relations between
leadership style, situation and students' academic
achievement.
4. A similar study on effectiveness of primary schools in
Hong Kong may increase our understanding of the validity
of the contingency leadership theory in the Hong Kong
situation.
5. More situational variables such as schoool climate,
complexity of organisations, teachers' commitment,
ability of senior teachers and students' quality etc may
be included in future study. If more situational
variables are taken into consideration, a larger sample
is recommended.
6. Longitudinal case study of some new schools may have the
additional advantages of understanding the causal effect
of leadership style and situational variables on school
effectiveness.
7. This study adopts the idea of interaction effect between
leadership style and teachers' maturity on effectiveness
from the life cycle theory. But LPC, a scale
dichotomising leadership style is used instead of LEAD,
and only teachers' experience is used to measure
maturity level in this study. Significant interaction
effects in this study may imply that interaction between
leadership style and followers' maturity level does
exist, and it is meaningful to carry out further
researches to investigate the above interaction effect.
8. Fiedler's contingency model is supported at 0.05
significant level in this study. Furthermore, it is
found that group atmosphere has a very significant
effect on effectiveness. These results have certain
implications on the proposal of redirecting the
situation to match the leadership style to improve
effectiveness by Fiedler, Chemers and Mahar (1976). It
is assumed in the above proposal that there is no main
effect of situation variables on effectiveness. If main
effect of situation variables exists, the leader should
be careful in redirecting the situation, otherwise, a
decrease in organisation effectiveness may result due to
the change in situation.
9. Further research is needed to obtained a better
understanding of the interpretation, meaning and
stability of LPC score. Study trying to answer the
following question is also recommended: Can a leader
chancre his leadership stv.le as measured bv LPC?
10. The relationship between LPC and leader behavior and the
relationship between leader's experience and
effectiveness need further studies.
Recommendations
Based on the findings of this study, there are a few
recommendations to the Education Department, Management
Committees of aided schools and principals.
Recommendations to the oolicv makina bodies
1. Research on educational administration can lead to better
understanding and evaluation of the effectiveness of schools
and ways of improving the performance of schools. It is
advisable for the Education Department to allocate more
resources to carry out such research and inform the schools
concerned of the findings with a view to helping the schools
to improve their effect.!vettess.
2. Stong leadership is always one of the factors related to
effectiveness. The Education bepartment should organise more
in-service training programs, seminars and courses for
principals and senior teachers.
3. The Education Department may consider encouraging principals
of secondary schools to study an M.A. degree on Education
Administration by offering a one-year-full-pay study leave or
other incentives to principals.
Recommendations to School MAndtfelrteht Committees
In Hong Kong aided schools), the management committees bear
the responsibility of managihcf the schools, recruitment,
deployment and promotion of staff.
The following points are worth considering by the management
committee in their management of schools and employment of staff:
1. A task-oriented ftnd experienced principal may be more
effectve in a new school.
2. For an established school with experienced teachers, a
relation-oriented principal may be more effective.
3. If the principal is allowed to work in a more favorable
situation which interact, favorably with his style, it
may increase school effectiveness. Helping the
principal to build up a good principal-staff
relationship, increasing the position power of the
principal, making the task of school more structured and
employing teachers with a maturity level compatible with
the principal's style rtiay help the principal to carry
out his work more effectively.
Recommendations to Secondary School Principals
1. In light of the findings of this study, it seems helpful for
the principals to pay attention to the interaction effect
between his style and the situation. He may diagnose his
leadership situation and evaluate the performance and
effectivess of his school continuously. If it is found that
the interaction effect between his style and situation is not
favorable, he may consider changing his style or behavior to
cope with the situation so as to increase effectiveness.
2. In this study, a good principal-staff relation is found to
have significant contribution towards school effectiveness.
This result is also cons .1 sH: ont with the findings of HMI
(1977) that good human relationship is one of the
characteristics of effective school. It seems that the
principal should attach importance to building up a good
principal-staff relationship and improving the favorableness
of leadership situation..
3. Teachers can be treated as leaders in the classroom (Hardy,
1982). Considering the .1 nternotion between leadership style
f'•!
of teachers and the clftseiroom situation, the principal may
assign teachers to teai:))»: Lasses compatible to their
leadership style. A t (ink-oriented teacher may be more
effective for students |io respect teachers and school
regulations. A rela t ld!1-of.! ented teachers may be more
effective for students witU learning or disciplinary
problems. The above suggest.1 oti is not tested in this study,
but it seems to be a plausible implication of the results ii
this study.
Notes
1) HMI Series (1977), Ten .Oct xl. Schools: A Secondary School
Encruirv.
2) Fiedler's contingency modi! 1 cnn be found in the following
sources: Fiedler, F.E,(1967) A Theory of Leadership
Effectiveness. N.Y.: McGraw-Hill, Fiedler, F.E., Chemers,
M'.M.( 1974). Leadership and Effective Management. Illinois-
Scott and Foresman.
3) Chemers, M.M. (1984). The Social, Organisational, and
Cultural Context of Effective Leadership. In B Kellerman
(Ed.)
T.padprqhin! Mu 111 d i sc in 1 I n »i f v l';wrsnec t i ves (P.91- 112).
4) Hoy, W.K., Miskel, C. (3, (19IJ2). Educational Administration
Theory, Research and Practice. (2nd Ed.)
N.Y.: random House (P. 235)
5) Cited by Hoy Miskel (1982) (P .243)
6) McNamara (1968), Mckagnw jltyftM), Fiedler Chemmers( 1974)
and Martin, Isherwood, I, livery (1976) all agreed that
principal had strong position power. Position Power of
principal of aided secondary school in Hong Kong is high can
r1 be seen from the following:
Principal can recommend the promotion of teachers,
termination of teacher1s contract and is given the
responsibility to supervise, and assess the work of teachers.
7) Medians of GA ranging from 64.9 to 67.0 are obtained by
Fiedler and other researchers. Mean LPC score for 176
principals is 64.22 (Garland O'Reilly, 1976).
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Append,lx 3 fhe Index of lYlteived Otganizalionnl Effectiveness
Every educator produces something dm li»f» vod. It may be a product or a' service.









Art and music programs
Please indicate your responses by r her king the appropriate line for each item,
a. Of the various things produced by the people you know in your school, how





b. I low good is the quality of the products or services produced by the people you
know in vour school?
Poor quality
Low quality
Pair quality .Good quality
t x client quality
c. Do the people in your school get maximum output from the available resources




Taiily efficiently Very efficiently
Extremely efficiently
d. I low good a job is done by the people in your school in anticipating problems
and preventing them from occurring or minimizing their effects?
A poor job A fair job A very good job
An adequate job An excellent job
e. I low informed are the people in your school about innovations that could affect
the way thev do their work?
Uninformed Moderately infotmed Informed
Somewhat informed Very informed
f. When changes are made in the methods, routines, or equipment, how quickly
do the people in your school accept and adjust to the changes?
Very slowly Fairly rapidly Rapidly
Rather slowly Immediately
g. Plow many of the people in your school readily accept and adjust to the
changes?
Many less than half I he majority Many more than half
Less than half Nearly everyone
h. I low good a job do the people in your sc hoo! do in coping with emergencies and
disruptions?
A fioor job A fair job A good job
An adequate job An excellent job
Appendix A
(Steers, 1975)
Frequency of Occurence of Evaluation Criteria in 17 Models of Organizational
Effectiveness


































Think of (lie Person with Whom You Cnn Work Least
Well. Me May Be Someone You Work with Now, or Me Mny Pc Someone
Von Knew in (lie Pnst. He Docs Not I Invc to I3c (he Person You Like
Least Well, But Should Be the Person with Whom You I lad the Most
Difficulty in Getting o Job Done. Describe This Person as Me Appears to
You.

















n 7 6 5 4 3?. I
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 I
I 2 3 4 5 6 7(
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 I
1? A c. 7 n
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
12 3 4 5 6 7 8
12 3 4 5 6 7 8
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
12 3 4 5 6 7 8
8 7 6 5 1 3 2 1
8 7 6 5 7 3 2 1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
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8 76543 2 i
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 J
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 6
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 6
1 234 5 6 76
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 6
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
8 76543 21

































































'High Low I Ugh Low
Strong Weak Strong Weak Strong Weak Strong Weak
I H III IV V VI VII VIII
Favorable Moderate Unfavorable
Appendix 8 10ft
髓 工 作 龍 丨 齊 在 工 作 上 速 致 … 驭 丨 戯 [ 丨 成 麵 一 些 服 務 ， 随 時 要 辨
劭 輕 成 奶 細 瞎 十 分 丨 酬 。 以 下 逛 平 校 矜 ， 成 ， 贼 瞧 的 一 擁 了 ， ：
别 丨 ： 的 识 敗 成 沿
議 、 歌 哨 、 站 刺 韩 的 成 額
課 外 活 则 的 從 供
取 生 的 紬 蜞 工 作
妨 拽 作 的 两 施
服 務 的 棼 與
欢 极 杪 肺 會 的 活 動
以 ’ 丨 ： 從 砂 媒 賴 诚 的 一 小 部 分 例 了 ， ， 細 滿 列 ， ， 说 旧 你 就 汽 校 所 知 的 谓 況 ， 问 穴
清 既
醏 瑕 怀 脑 含 的 答 茱 数 字 诮 在 右 邊 矜 萊 胂
] . ?(II
答 案
(i) 少很 (2) 少 cn ))]!1？- M) 多 (5) 很 多
2. W0M»MAB8». ttf»?i«HHI9:i:m«!tt!S)HB(ft1ift5R®«ttJ?
(J) (2) cn I01 M) 奵 (5) 很 好
3.
校 内 各 成 技 能 办 结 ⑴ 既 仃 的 資 源 ( 如 企 线 、 人 力 、 拟 嶋 做 出 蒞 大 的 成 果 服 務 ？
,0“1.
( .1.) 1 (2) 不 太 仃 效 率 (3) M) 仃 效 韦
(5) 動 效 中
3. 細 彻 將 來 叫 能 丨 丨 丨 咖 獨 题 ， 並 了 似 肪 | | ： 丨 卿 邮 ， 丨 ⑶ 渐 方 而 ， 校 内 各 成 钱 的 衷 说
圯 怎 优 ？






!5 随 軻 時 卯 的 發 展 ， 有 些 較 新 的 教 喂 丨 支 桁 、 补 … 拟 ， 池 、 抄 舉 内 荇 、 及 辦 弟 方 法 巳 經
1.1…1,
的 促 度 足 怎 浓 ？
(i 71IV (2) I c: M II
(5
r 常 如 如 ， 撤 卞 穴 法 、 规 例 、 或 設 施 ⑴ 阶 作 吋 ， 丨 即 作 成 附 植 些 改 资 的 馆 受 及
她 應 足 怎 优 ？
(I) I (;.:] cn VI0 (i 1… (5) 711
7. 1.?
(i: 作 少 (2) 小 卞 C ， 人 卞 (-1) 多949 (5) 娥 卞 所 打
’I,11 …1I…
I





Appendix 9 Questionnaire for piinc:ihat
I I tli Apr i. t, 1988.
The Principal,
Dear SirMadam,
1 am currently studying the M.A.(Ed.) course in Chinese University of Hong
Kong and am preparing my thesis hy doing a research on leadership style and
school effectiveness under the. supervision f Dr. B. Chan, Dr. S. hau and Mr.
Y. P. Chung.
I should he grateful if you could spend a few minutes to complete the en¬
closed questionnaire for principal and return it to me using the attached
envelo|x' at your earliest convenience. There are also eight questionnaires for
teachers enclosed in this letter. Please distribute them to your teachers with
the following teacher code number or slafT list number and ask one of the teachers
to return all the completed questionnaires to me by the enclosed envelope within
ten days.
Teacher's code no.: 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16 (for staff no 20)
2, 6, 10, 14, 18, 22, 26, 30 (for staff no. 30)
3, 8, 13, 13, 23, 28, 33, 38 (rGr staff no. 40)
3, 9, 13, 21, 27, 33, 39, 45 (for staff no. ViO)
All informal ion will he. treated in the stridest confidence. Should you
have any queries, please lee I tree to contact me at 0-29405 1.








11«+»% i- 4 i% m r v- 1 i 1 O
Working experience in present school
School founded i
Average teaching experience of Leaching staf
Please describe your teaching staff by the following scale
Please describe your teaching staff by the following sea!














8 7 6 0 4 3 2:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 E
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
8 7 6 5 4 3 2
8 76 5 43 21
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Appendix°
Think of llie Pet son with Whom Yon Cnn Work Letts!
Well. Mc May Be Someone You Work with Now, or lie May Be Someone
Von Knew in the Past. Me Docs Not I lave to Be the Person You Like
Least Well, But Should Be the Person with Whom You Had the Most
Difficulty in Getting n Job Done. Dcscilbc litis Person ns lie Appears to
You.

















8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
12 3 4 5 6 7 8
8 7 6 5 4 3 9 1
0 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
1 2 3 4 5 6. 7 8

















Appendix 10 Questionnaire for teachei
敬 改 若 ：
I?11
在 三 位 谱 師 陳 ： 鞋 敏 傅 士 、 劉 誠 傅 士 及 鍾 宇 平 先 生 之 指 導 下 ， 進 行 一 項 有 關
學 校 效 能 之 研 究 工 作 ， 以 壳 成 整 腩 摘 士 課 程 。
现 懇 請 台 端 予 以 協 肋 ， 撥 出 少 許 齊 汽 時 問 填 寫 問 卷 一 份 ， 並 代 為 分
發 凡 除 匕 份 問 卷 給 下 列 老 则 。 骑 於 十 天 内 收 问 所 有 丨 真 妥 之 問 卷 ， 用 附 上 之
|“11.
识 爲 問 卷 之 老 ： 训 編 掀 （ ： 老 ； ⑴ 丨 丨 代 號 或 教 員 名 單 編 掀 ） ：
2, 4, o, 8 ,l.o, 1 2, i- I, 1 o
2. G, 1 O, 14, 18. 22, 2 e, ,3 C
3, 8, 1 3, 1 8, 23, 28, 33, 36
3, O, IB, 21, 2 7, 3 3. 33, 4 5
( 全 校 教 師
( 全 校 教 師
( 全 校 教 師
: 2 o A)




爽 ， 搽 ： 難 以 冗 成 。 有 勞 之 礎 ； ， 歪 深 銘 感 ！
I
貴 校 執 癖 老 则








師扼. 一 靡 上 梁 陪 人 學 艰 業 . 1
1(5-1 救 裔 文 憑
II
4. 在 说 校 任 妙 的 尔 孜 - 年
-I.1
認 這 些 成 沿 或 服 務 十 分 闽 難 。 以 下 逛 學 校 教 钉 的 成 宋 或 服 務 的 一 些 例 子 ：
舉 生 的 學 習 成 艰
麵 、 酬 、 話 剌 等 的 成 續
課 外 活 勋 的 提 供
舉 生 的 怵 堞 工 作
II
新 課 程 的 卉 施
名 丨 览 服 務 的 參 與





訪 選 擇 脑 合 的 答 案 數 宇 馆 在 右 递 齐 衆 胱
1. 就 你 在 舉 校 所 認 識 的 人 而 論 ， 他 們 賴 出 的 丨 : 汴 成 朵 或 服 務 的 数 嵐 川 馑 妞 垲 怎 忧 ？
35R
(1) 很 少 (2) 少 (3) 細 (4) 多 (5) 多0
1.
2. 10X.1
(D 很 楚 (2) (3; (4) 女 (5) 耐 2.
3. (II
瞧 , 他 們 的 工 作 效 率 是 怎 樣 ？




en (2) 刚 湖 (3) (4) IX (3) 10 19 f•
5. 随 輕 時 間 的 發 展 , 有 些 較 新 的 妙 學 丨 支 淅 、 的 ， 設 施 、 教 舉 内 容 、 及 辧 釕 方 法 已 經
11
的 程 度 足 怎 优 ？
.(i)% 搭 後 (2) 勉 強 追 捋 上 (3) (4) 追 上 潮 流
(5) 追 上 並 有 創 新 5.
3. 11…
適 應 是 怎 捸 ？
(1) 十 分 搜 (2) 慢 (3) 通酋 (4) 伙 (5) 1111
6.
7. II(
(1) 極 少 (2) 小 半 (3) 大 羋 (4) 15) 幾 〒 所 灯
7.
8. ,1
堪 亡 、 刖 卽 、 或 水 災 等 。 校 内 各 成 凤 在 陁 丨 、 丨 逍 呰 悄 说 的 衷 现 圯 怎 樣 ？
(D 很 差 (2) 刚 足 夠 (3) (4) n (5) 贿
8.


